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IMPACT OF THE BUREAUCRATIC ENCOUNTER ONTHE CLIENT:

SOME EXPECTED AND UNEXPECTED CONSEQUENCES

.
. . ,

'Barbara A. Guek

I
- .

One common,approach'to the evaluatioft of government servicekisito,
. .

examine the reactions of the client,(tripodi, Fellin and Epstein; 1971): The

scope of such evaluation research isoften limited to the immediate impact of

.

the encounter on the cli ent and the focus of the study.is generally on agency '

effectiveness. 'The client's evaluation of aspects of the agency is of major

importrAlve. The relevant variables are Oe,various facets whiCh comprise the
.

satisfaction level of the client. Did clients receive the-service for which they
,. . .

. .

andr applied? . Was the agenCY ficient? Was the agency representative courEeous nd - .

. (' , 1

,

-..
interested? Did the client haveo wait long? Wds there ample parkinspace or

% \
, .

adequate public.,transportation to the agency office? If-the client is satisfied
dr'. .

.
.

. . . - .

lk . 'with these-.and similar aspects of the services. the Organezation is Considered to

be functioning effecdtvely.
ir

e,

One such studyising the reactions of Clients as feedback on the

.

effectiveness of organizational functioning was recently completed at the In sti

*
.tute for ,Social Research (Moch, 1975). A study of Social Security iplients

.

compassed two dgferent populations, a 'pesonal COnac'f group and telephone

tact sample. .The major dependent variables Caere sa tisfaction,wi,th treatment and

satisfactidn with outcome. in*the study of 116 clients who had persOnallyc'ontacted

Social gecurity offices, .72 percent of respondents said they, were satisfied with the

outceme'of their last visit to the agency -and a full 93 percent "(including 46 percent
' .., IA., .

- ..j.- ..
. . . ,

who wee, very
,
satisfied) said they were satisfied with the way they were treated

f .

..-
,

dubring,their-last visl.t. . .

a

.
...

.

'
N ..

, , *. -. . %--
. . 0..4 .o

0
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Almost half of the respondents had contacted Social Security by phone, or in

4

writing prior to the interview. Eighty-seven percent of those with prior cantacts

were satisfied with the way they'had.been treated during these contacts, and 80 per-

cent were-satisfied 'with thq:outcome of-thse mail or phonacontacts.
.

.

Besidesexamining face-to-face contacts, the study examined pl

tacts with those cial Security offices- which have a peleservice center Gen-
'

erally located'in metropolitan areas, the teleservice centers handle'all

- -

ing calls from a large region.'- A client is t'us unable-to reach his loca rep-

resentativpf but instead tans to a teleservice representiative.Rho answers the

majority of questions that the:client oy ask. A similai level of satisfaction

was found for the 131 telesexvice center contacts-25 percent.' we'r'e very satisfied.

With the outcome of/their most recent call and another 42 percent were satisfied,

leaving 27 percent who were not satigfied,with the outcome of their encounters
--,

with the teleservice center, as competed to'26 percent in the 'personal codiact..

. I.

sample. "Ninety-one percent, compared to_93 percent in the personal 'contact survey,
''

were satisfied with the treatment they recei*d. ,This study .of social 'security,
4 ..

'

.

recipients indicates a relatively satisfied clientele, suggesting that 4the agency ,
,.., . 7

> 04 v .
;

, .is fbnctioning in a satisfactory Manner.
.

:-
-.

e.
1,

a/ !- . , ,(,- ,,,, .,.

f

One interesting finding of the is.the,fact that eiZts are e'en ,

more satisfied with the.treat, ment they receive at the agencyytt n t4y.are with.

.

the outcome of the contact. This result contradicts .the- eotylle of the uncon-
t

-
4,

-7. -,- .

cdrned,.impersonal, cold bureaucrat. The overdid high,levek'of satisfactid5.
,,

I'

,..-
---- ;

% ,

with outcome, although lower than satisfaction with treatment seems to'contra=-
, I . , *4...%.

dict the stereotype of the s o unresponsive .bureaucracy. .1's
'

. . ..,

- .

e, , °

, .

o
,, V
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Two recent studies Conducted at the Institute, for Social aeseaKch

(Campbell, Converse and Rodgers, 1976; Withey, and Andrews, in press), however,

'suggest.that negative tereotypes.of government still exist. Other studies at
°

the Institute by Arthur Miller and his 'colleagues (1972, 1973) document.declin-
'.

4

ing levels of,political efficacy and interpersonal trust.''And certainly-tire
, A .

news media in this Post-Watergate era express few gentiment6 which are favorable
, .

to government bureaucracy7--

. .

These data suggest the possible,existence of contradictory sets of

findings, namely high levels of satisfaction with specific encounters with govern-

mentur6aUgracy and low ratings of gOVernment bureaucracy in general.

Two:sepailate lines. of study reveal the'se contradictions. Studies which.

. .

assess client sai itsfacton with agency contact are frequently concerned with or- .a

\

,ganizational functioning while studies which assess public sentiment toward_

government bueauc-racy are frequently'concerned with political` system functioning, .

% are rarely limited to; or specify, client groups, and are.not conducted within an,
. . 0

. -
.

.lortanizational setting.

,Studied whiCh address both ofIthese qUestions--level of ,satisfaction
0

3

with owm'experience with government bureaucracy And level,cN satisfaction with
4

t

goernment'bureaucracysin\general--are r ?re. The are, however, a number of.
A

. ...

../
rt N

e

interesting questions which might be pursued relating evaluation of bmn,experi-

,ence with public tbreaucracy: to evaluation of public bureaucracy in. general.
.

c
-

i

: What effeCtdoet using a government serviceagency have on-one's attitude toward.
. $.. ..

.

.

apgovernment bureaucracy? If a satisfied.client is one consequence of many.

1 .. . t ,

ir

bureaucratic encounters, should one expect that a favdrble attitude toward
,,.

a ...'
. /

1
. .'.,

.. , government bureaucracy is another consequence? Can

,

negative stereotypes of

I.,
. .

te .. 5
.,,,,,,, ... c

., ..
, . ,

_...
a V

o
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satisfactiongovernment. bureaucracy be broken down by trying to increase satisfaction level
0 . , .

r . s N

among clients of humam service bureaUeraCkesl, -,

... .t . ,

: , % k

This paper reports soMe esultSrom a national:sample survey of people's
.

,
4 .!

in .."'.L.,2,, ,
, .reactions to government T6neral and CO specific emElounter's with a variety bf

4, -- ,..-40, 0.T ,

..
, Q ';' ----. .` ' . , ...,

. , government aglanOes -(Kefi, 'utek,- Kahn', ktd .13,arton,:,105) More gpecifically;
. .,

, .
.; .,"

.... ... , '
attention i v.direeted tokard,three c ue r,ti onp::

.
.

.

r

.
.

1), Do_climeA,repOrt tigh'leiZel'sof.satisfactiorl'With a variety
.,

,i 7'
_Sof aspects of service frp& different,governmeril agen0.es?

,'. . ,i ,:k:

, 2) Do the attitudes, of adillt Americans genetrally reflect negatime
.r.

. stereotype,of government service bure'aucraciest
, .

. '- ..
, - ?

,

3) 'i'lliat-is the relationship between' level of satisfaction*.with own

A

YTHR STUDY

'
experience with government bureaucracy and level,oE satisfaction;

with government bureaucracyin general, and how can'that,
* .

.shipt (or, its absence): bd explained?

C

., . - ,

. , .

beta come from a°,petional sample of 101:adult Americans (age 18 or
:

.
,

over) liviiii,An hou'seholdsliA CoterminoUs United States. PersOnhl interviews of
v,,,, -,

. ' . '

approxiMitely one hour in length -Were 410:1-aiiiistered in the 'respondent 'i home by
,..

..e,

A ,t; . .

a member .of ehe.Survey Research Center'sInteryiewing staff. In

,

general,' the
. ... ,

. ,

,
r

,

-
3

.

. I
. .. -

'sample ciMpares `favorably with data collected in the 1970 census, with the single
. , . .

4 , ° . v
for

. . . . .
eXception.of sex. Males account for abOU't 47 percent ofehe population nationally,

--,r..

- . .
:'

. ,
,.

but'for..Cnly'4S.,percent of 'the present sample. ,

.

I

Thlintermiew kAedule contained questionslabdut people's: contacts with

-6 J.
1
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. . .

.seven government service agencies.. The service areas ere. employment service.,, job
. . ...

.

training, w.orke
,

r's compensation, unemployment compensation,,public assistance;
.

r ,
' , L _/ ^

(., , _
. v,

'hospital/medical care, and retirement benefits. Questions were asktd about sev-
. ..

-' ---+,' . . ,,f- .
,

eigl types of problems that respondents experienced, their utilization of relevant

government agencies and ti:J.1.r satisfaction with the service-seeking exptrience. In
. .r--

6 a ,4.
addition tó questions about the particular encounters, a number of more general

/ questiol.is.were asked about the.yespondents' attitudes toward government agencies,

. . .

their. level of interpersonal trust, confidence in national leadership, and other

_ related issues.

t.
1.

(

.

RESULTS; 44.k : o
. r ..

4 Itwas suggested above that 1) clients of.governmenL-service bureau,-

eracies report relatively high levels of satisfaction with their encounters'wih

_

those' agencies, and 2) Americans as a whole have relatively unfavorable attitudes.

. ,..
.

toward government bureaucracy in general. Datafrom the 1973 bureaucratic en-
44 '

.

counters study support both of these assettions, It Olould be.-noted that the'
s . -

data ere retrospective, that is, respondents were asked about their past expeT-

..
ikences with seven government service agencies. While the maic-ir5.ty.of clients

. 4- .;'' P __:_ 4 . ..

.. ',Ca
'L/

-reportea experiences Within the last. five years, some contacts reported
...

which'had'occurred-30 years or more in the past. Since the encounters occurred

inthe past% it is- unrealistic to expect that clients will be able to make cleai
.

.J .1k. :4

'differdnt,iations among aspecs of the encounter(e.g., fairness of treatment, ,

satisfaction with outcome, effort expended by agency repretentative) as would be°
/ .

, ..
-,0

, .

the -caste if the client were, interviewed immediately after -eneountet with .an

-...
.

,Of f
tt

agency. The data support the contention that clients are not able to maketlear-
.;

, 1

.., .

... .

.distinctions -among aspects of the encounter. Table 1 shows that the cprre/at4ons,
. , 1 ,

4 #
'. a.

4. 't a. .
._ __9 ,

t. .... .

.. : ,
s,

A 4

4
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Table 1 about here

r

among properties of the episode, are relatively Higti. The strongest correlations
.

.

fart! befween satisfaction and the other variables. One .explanation for the high

t
r .

correlations is thehe possibility that aspects of Che encounter are highly correlated.

Another explanation is that, in.the case of retrospective data, clients are,not

able to differentihte aspects of the encounter: Rather, they have a global impres7

sion, lof the episode which is best expressed by their level of satifactio.n In

-

either ease, the strong relationships among the various measures of satisfaction
. .

make themsomewhat substitutable for each other.

1

Satisfaction with Specific Experiences'

. . ./
'Table 2 shows satisfaction rates for the seven service areas. In gen

. eral, clients show relatively, high levels of satisfaction. There are, however,

substantial differences. among agencies. Retiremeht agencies showed ttle'highest

...4.

ie?

.

. .

levels of satisfaction. The lowest le of satisfaction were expressed by
.

e
recipients of public "assistance and hospital and medical care agencies. Compared

\
\- to recipients Of retirement benefits, about 30 percent fewer recipients of these

.t

r
.

two agencies reported satisfactory encoenters. Overall, 13'percent of re
*"--

f .

were very dissatisfied with their contacts with governmeft.service agencies'.

41,

Tables 2 & 3 about here

Table 3 reports perceived fairness of treatment oclients of the same

' .
'seven service agencieS.' BureaucriCies in which decisions are made according to

! '

_rules and regulations, show e.fairness of t *eatment across cl ents. All individuals
- .. I

.

k.

it

tr.
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are processed according to the rules of. the organization rather than by decisions

of individual organ izationdl members, thereby eliminating the effects of individual

r

bias and prejudIce (Gerth and Mills, 1946).. About 80 percent of respondents felt

IA* .,..JY.1.1304 4,,..111W4*.ba*L.,10ai. .7ka

7 ,

-

that they were, .in fact, treated fairly by government service agencies, although
e' .

oncdagain there is substantial variation by type of problem. Social security,

*Or
worker's, compecisation and job training program are perceived as being most fair

A
.

'''in their treatment of clients.
4

. .

Together,. Tables 2 and 3 suggest that individuals ar quite satisfied

with their treatment by government service.agenc,ies; and these data agree with

I.
the results of Moch's (1975).studyLof Social Security Claimants.

Satisfacticidwith Public, Bureaucracy in General

The second assertion made earlier was that ratings of rvernment buteaue-

cracies in the-abstract arlgenerally low; and that they reflect the prevailing
.

stereotype of government as inefficient, iriconsiderate: slpw, and unconcerned

about people. Table 4 shows the ratings given government offices in the abstract.

The questions were worded in'the following format: "We want to know how gqod or
1

bad you think government offices are on the"ftglowingtlthings . . . . First let's
y

. ,

e. 41.take' prompt service. How good, r_9w_bad do you think
.

most government offices-
__

.
.

are fn giving prompt sery ?" .Besides prO
,ptness.of serVice, respondents werei

IAlso. asked about the foll wing cbaracteristir.sof goveAment offices: really

taking care of the problem., giving considerate treatment to .people, giving fair

treatment, avoiding misEakes,'and correcting mistakes.' Some 10 percent of'the

respondents gave government offices high marks on prompt seryice_and18 percent

low ratings, wittlythe great majority falling inthe middle categories. Inreally

:9

.
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7 8

-,4

taking care of the problem, the distribution of responses was'slmilar, with

t

10 percent very faVorable and'16 percent very critical. But inevaluating the'
,

consideration shywn by,agencies.and respect to fair treatment, respondents ware

slightly more/positive than negative. There was eslight difference with. more

favorable than unfavorable responses oil beir careful ty avoid errors, and a

similar but slight significank_differential on correcting errors. .

/.

'In summary, government office' got very g marks from between 10 per

cent and 19 percent of 'respondents, with the majority of responoithts falling

into the middle three categories. The two most negative categories never total.

more than 18 percent of the people. 4"erhaps a fair summary of people's views of
`.

.

government'service offices is that agencies are mediocre inotheir treatment of -

.
.

' , . -.."4
.

'.
..,

. .

,clients%

Abe

Tables 4 '6, 5 about here

Table 5 records responses to the same six aspects of treatment, but this

time go;ernment offices are ,compared with business organizations. In response

to the question, "How do you chink most goveinment offices compare withmost tusl
\

'negs organizations, I mean private enterprise, on these same points?", the modal

.

response for all except fairness of treatment was that business fares better.

t

"*.

When governmtnt_organilations ere compared to businesses on a number of aspects

of treatment, governmentoffices score a distrant second. Thderea in which govern-
. 41'. t E

govern

ment lAireaucracies fare worst is in giiing prompt service. A full 54%percent of,

.

respondents consider business better giving prom service in comparison to

7 percent who ,think government bureai3 eracies give prompter service. Taken together,
.

10 ,

we'
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. .

. .

Tables 4 and 5 show that in general, Americans rate government offices, in a way
. .

which is generally consistent withnegative stereotypes of bureaucracy, namely,

.
bureaucracies are ponderous,-intorlsiderate, slow in correcting mistakes, and in-

r,
adequate in really taking ear of problels.

*4 . I
1

.-
.

Relationship between1Specific Evaluation and General Evaluation
'.

Thus,far, cratq have been presented in sapport pf the contentions that.

,..

a)tPeople rate their own contacts-with goVernment service bureaucracies in a
.

.

,
.

favorable manner while b) holding negative stereotypes abopt government bUreau-
. 1 . "\ -

A

paradoxcracy. Several explanations for this are.reakgrable'v.,One possibility:,. -
L..z .,

. . .
,

is that individuals. who hold the chost negative stereotypes are those who have
.

not had contact with government-bureaucracies. Forty-two percent of the...1973

9.

I

bureaucratic encounters sample did.not have contact with any of the seven service.

'agencies under study. perhaps these individuals hold more negative attitudes

'about bureaticracy than, those who have utilized.serVices and it is, therefore,

these non-users who are- responsible for the continuation ofthe negative stereo-
.

types: .

.TablS: 6 & 7about here

,

1 ,

To test this, one aan compare columns 5 and 7 of Table 6 showing the
.

4

ratings on considerate treatment of government 'offices 4n.,,generkl (t.alten from

-

Table 4) for those respondents who had contact With one or morn of the seven ser-

.t,

vice agencies and the total sample. What is most impressiV about tha two columfl
, ,/. . , _

. * ,
, ., .

r.
,

is their.remarkabLe similarity to each other. Those espondents who usegovernment

services rate governmek buTeaucracies Very muc theAme as the total sample. In

4

"lc



ko

fact, a comparison of columns 5 and 6 shows that those Witt d_po'experience with
*

government agencies axe slightly more favorable than those mith,p'ers9nal experc

'ience in their rating of considerate t'reatment'by govifi-nment, agencies in general.
.

!

Table 7 presents similar data for ratings of promptness 'of service, Likewise,-
. . J

. i

. rather th6 discount uncomplimentary stereotypes, those with experlende are

,

1 slightly more negative. , and thus more supportive of the stereotype, than.ere :

O

.

. 14 ..-

hose respondents with ho

.

experience (column 6) with the seven government services.
0.)

- .

- . Tables 8 and,9 present further' evidence that using a government agency

does nothing to upgrade the clients image of government bureaucracy. The de-
-

'pendent variable in Table 8 is'an index constructed, from the six aspects of

treatment shown In Table 4 (c6effrcient `The independent vviables

are problem area arid use/non-use of the seven government services. According to

the guestionnairdsschedule, respondents first indicated whether they had a 'ptobj.em

. in a particular area, e.g.l finding a Sob, and then indicate-CI whether they, had..

, sought help from a goverment agency. Both Tables 6 and 9 look only at those in-

rr

. -

e
, .

-- . .

.

.-.------'lir--iv uaTp w V o admi4ed having a problem in a service area, compare the favor-
. 4 ,

4100' . . -,

ablenesa-of attitudes toward government bureaucfacies fbr users of the_serviee .

.
'

,

-,---'
-

.

with non-users. An examination of the.first row of each table,'which contains
.

-

-- '

fespondAnts who are most negative in their attitudes toward government bureau-
;.

-

cracy, shows that in general the users of tht service are -more likely to straw
.

.
.±. e t

negative attitudes than non - users who expressed a need` :in the area. A9onSp±cu-
-

'...;ft.i.A...ftwooio .. 4. . .-
ous exception ih both tables are the recipients of social security. In the case

. .

of sOcial security, both clients and non-clients are quite favorAle in their
. .

. . rTh
attitudes toward, government bureaucracy, with the clients being.sl.ightly more

....
)

' ' 0 t)ft

'

...AI
r.

e
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O

positive; '
While Table 8 has as its dependent variable an index of, general at-

titudes toward governMent bureaucracy, Table 9 has an index of items comparing

Tables 8 & 9 aboUt here

government organizations with business organizations. The items come from
4

Table 5 (coefficient alpha = .82), and the results are similar to those reportod
I

-in Tabla8. 'Howe/er, the difference inattitude between clients and needy non=

'clients is more pronounced at the positive end of the scale for employment ser-

vice', job training, worker's compenstion, and unemployment compensation.,,, The
.,- , ,...;,r -

. .

non -users were more'Mely'than the users to rate goVernment over businegS in,

treatment ofcliehts in they four service areas.

The evidence in Tables 6 through 9 suggests that the negative responses
,

which people give to evaluati on of government bureaucracy were not made by those,

individuals who are noi. client,s of one or more governmpnt agencies. The same
.

clients ofgovernment agencies who exPress fairly high levels of satisfaction

with their own encounters with government bureaucracy also express fairly nega-

4.

tive attitudes toward govbeumentbureaucracy in the'abstract. And those indi-

viduals who do not becOme clients of goyernmenx organizatio0s,are somewhat less

. _

likely to accept, stereotypes of government otganiiations. The literature on

stereotypes suggests that close contact should reduce stereotypes (Deutsch and

Cabins, 1951),, unless, o course, those(contacts reinforce the,stereotype. How-
, ,

)

1A consistent finding of the hUreaucratic encounters study is the fact that older
people report; ;higher levels of satisfaction with their own experience as well as
more positive attitudes toward government bureaucracies. (Katz et al, 1975) The
favoxable response to Social...Security is, in part, attributable'to the age of the
clients, but is alto a function of the agenoy charaCteristics. 4.(Gutek, 1973)

13
0
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ever, as reported above, clients respond positively to their own encounters with
. .

goilernMent agencies. Can clients respond positively to the encounter and still.

feel that aspects of the encounter confirm negative stereotypes? A closer look

at 'responses of clients is warranted.

Tables 6 and 7 containInformation about the, relationship between
.

aspects of client's evaluation of, his own experience and ratIngs of government

agencies in general. Table 6 shows thaticoMpared with client who said the

agency representative,expended no,effort (x = 2.8), those clients wild felt the

representativeagency representative expended more effort than was necessary were more likely

to rate government organizations in general high in considerate treatment. (x =
6

4.24). There is, then, some relationship between evaluation of own experience

and general ratings. A closer look at the Table suggests;-however, that-the

relationship is present predominantly for thope clients who responded negatiVely
.

to their own .contact with government agency. Clients who s ggested that more

tgaeffort than necessar? we's expended were remarkably like th respondents who
ti

had no experience with an agency (x -=-,4.24 vs. x = 4.28). Both of, these groups

% .

showed distributiOns on general ratings of considerate treatment which. were',
..11;"..*- r--- .

.. . ,

slightly positively skewed. They contrast sharply with those clients who said
-.. t

their.agency representative showed no effort at all (x = 2%8) or lees effort than
..0

^t.._

necessary (x = 3.6). .These clients are negatively skewed in their distribution
0

, .

of,scores on' general ratings of considerate treatment. Table 7-tells a sitilar
*

story although here those clients treated very efficiently .(X- are somewhat

=re, 1 kely than individuals with no experience = 3.9) to report that govern-
,

pent bureaucradies provide prompt service. However as in the case of considerate,

. 0 ,

treatment; the clients who are dissatisfied with their treatment show a greater

14- 1,4
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generalization to rating's9,f government bureaucracy in general. (Clients who

.;
rate theif own experience very inefficient have a an score of -'2.8 on general
/

ratings of promptness Of.service.) The experiences of clients with government
.

bureaucracy generalize to their attitudes toward bureaucracy in ieherallif they,

.

have a negative experience but not, if they .have a.positive'experieneee
.

DISCUSSION

Individuals who use government service agencies are relatively satisfied

with their encounters with those agencies. Clients claim that in general they

.
, ..

are satisfied withtthe outcome, feel that the agency'representative expends the
.

.

.

. necessary effort to process their case, feel that, the agency i4 efficient _and that

: I,.. ....

they are treated fairly. In sum, clients of government bureaucracy are satis-
2

,
. . ,

. .

fiea,with their 'treatment

,

in the reCeipt of service: However, these sam&tlients

who are satisfied with own encounters may b'e negative, in their evaluations of

government organizations in general. Ad long as clients have some vrticular

agency as a referent, the tend to report that agency in fairly.positive terms.

Government agencies in general, however, are perceived less positively.

A plausible. xplapation which was advanced suggestszthat the negative

INP , .
.

stereotypes.may not be attribute& tolluman service clients, but rather are made
,

by those persond who do not contact government agencies; who only "know" govern-
.,

ne bureaucracy indirectly,tfirough reports from the media or second-hand reports

of frienad-and rdrilI/Ves. In any event, individuals who have not received a

/

service froT a government bureaucracy might be expected to be more negative in

attitude than the client who has received a significant service such as unemploy-
,,,

a . a

ment compensation, "Welfare, or retirement benefits. However plausible the expla-

.

nation may seem, the data do mot support it.' Non-clients are
s5

at least as positive
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a* clients in their evaluation of characteristics of government bureaucracy.

An examination of the relationship betwItn evaluation of:aspects of
t q4....y*

0 . - 0 r-: ---...:-..- ,
r

their own experience add evaluation of government offic.esin.general_shomed that

118;

the dissatisfied-clients were the most responsible for the negative evaluation of

all clients.- Satisfied clients may not attribute their satisfaction to the agency.

I\rhaPs they' feil that they were for successfully negotiating a,diffi-
0

. % t .

cult encounter. Perhaps they feel they deserve prompt, courteous ttention by an

efficient representative. On the other hand, dissatisfieduts. may he more
' --

. . .

- ,....,__-__,
... , .

likely to'attribute their negative experiences directly to the agency.. Further-
_ _ ,

,

,more, their perceptions of the service agendy carry over to.their perceptions

of government offices in general. An interpretation of the above data which is°

consistent with attribuEian theory suggests that success wit an,agency (high

levelS of satisfaction) iS attributed to charactexistIcs of the client (

reso cefulness, persistafice) but failure with an agency (low levels of sati
x

faction) is attributable to Characteristics of the agency (e.g., slawness of

service, inefficienCy) (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum,
,

,
,

1972) ''Satisfied clients would not generalize from their experience to govern.- .
-- .

.1" went ag ncies an general because itey feel responsible for their success. Dis-,

,
- -

satisfie clients, on the other hand, would zenaralize,from their experience to

government agencies in general because they attribute their lack of success to ,

.-

.

.

agency,cha actetistics. ._

-..' .- . . : \ 1 A.---- :-.--4, I; -'

;7 e present findings ar4 relevant to several issues surrounding the..1 . \

onorganizational
\

effectiveness.use of 6lien reaction's as feedback
0

,

One classic problem with the\use of client satisfaction as an assess-

ment of digani ational functioning is determining what is a satisfactory level

I

16
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of satisfaction! If 5,0 Aie'ident of .the clientsof an agency are satisfied, should .

... . p
. -st

the agency feel proud or emba6assed?, The bureaucratic, encounters studyreports
, . .

.

4,',1

relatively high leve]s of satisfaction -- 68 percent of clients of seven differ-
+..

. , .

nt service organizations reported that they were either very or fairly well

-. .

,,.,
,

.. , .
.

Satisfied with the Way,their problem was. handled by the agency. The presedt
.1,

1 .

paper suggests, however, that 68 percent ]laves something to be desled, espec-
. ..

Lally in lightot the ,fact that one unexpected consequehce of client dissatis-.

, faction is a lowered .evaluation of government agencies in general.
1 . . .

1
,

1 -Another problem in the Use of client satisfaction as an-assessment
'7

of organizational functibning is determining what clients tread when they report

*);
,

high levers;-of satisfaction. 'The present paper suggests that satisfaction has a

'- .0
,

i
different meaning than dissatisfaction. A satisfied client is one who says that

v

t 0 .

';things are 0. K., that nothing is noticeably absent. A satisfied client is

probably able, however, to suggest 4mprovethents in the service delivery system.'

It sum, satisfaction is hardly synonomous with perfection. A dissatisfied

1 t.
.

orient, on the other fiat, is one who has definite complaints about aspects of

l'I - 1
agcy nctioning. Dissatisfaction may thus be'more important than satisfa0

1
.

.:

tiot. Perhaps 'i:t-is not unreasonable for an agency to strive for;,a 100 percent
, :.

. S' ..:

rate,of satisfaction from its clients, or given an imperfect worj.d, a 90-95 per-1.

-,

cent , atisfactitat
...

,

4-f_-

Toisicussing;A:imitaiqns

4
,

of the.cVntept 'of satiSfacti6ndoes not imply

that sa isfaction as a measure qf organizational functioning shoul be abandoned.

, . . ,

,- .,
, , . ,. ,

,

.-- .,
,.,

Subjecti e measures of organiiationel effectiveness are, important either alone
4

or in con unction with objective measures ,of effectiveness. We all(dive in a
q

gOjectivq world. 'In fact, one canargue that it clients are,Satisfled, whit

44

44.
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more should be gone? The'usefulness and iMpOrtance of satisfaction,and 'related
I It

measures should trot, however, obscure the 'problems with the concept. The sat-:..

Asfied client can still have fairly negative attitudes toward government bureau-
.

cracy in geferal. Fiore importantly, the dissatisfied client is fairly certain
.."

to be negative in his evaluation of public bureaucraCy. Dissatisfied clients

may be in the minority, but they are important because their negativity in-
,

evitably carries over to their general, evaluations of government bureaucr4cy..

The present Study did not, include data on activism, but it would Ve_interesting

tosee whether the dissatisfied ciientecomes politically active in response to
1,1

his negativity: More studies which look at both attitudinal and behaiiioral,

long-range, consequences of client satisfaction are needed. In that 144; more
1 \-

knowledge will be gained, about -the subjective meaning of satisfaCtion and of

its ultimate utility as an indicator of organizational eff'ectivenes's in human

. service agencies.

0

460
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Table 1

,.
\

, _ ....
.

Correlations among Aspects of the Evaluation of the Bureaucratic Encounter*
... , , , ...-

..

A

A. Perceived effort of official
, '

B. .1i;ent, satisfied. with service

i-C. ft n cy is efficient

, 4
D. Client treated faixly

B C 44
72 .67 . .'61

0.0 .83

.67

Pearson pro-duct:lament correlation coefficients are reported.'
All correlations are significant'at--pc.,.001.

/

4
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Table 2

Yd

4

You, satisfied were you with .the .way the office hendled'your problem

111

Type of Problem

.o
0

CO.

Ty

a c - :-.. c
O o a o
C m Ti '2. I-I ,

-,-, -
O C 0 0 0. 0 cl r- .4

4 0 c r-i c ' ;-, .L..) ca r

' 5 X. X.
.:i
.....

r4 'CJ1J

yo $-1 E .. 0 a r-1 u):.;
0 0 0 N1/4 el 0 0

Rating
0

1-1

Very satisfied 35.1% 56.9%

Fairly well
satisned 26.3 22.6

Somewhat
disgatisfied 15.8 18,9

Very
dissatisfied 19.9 5:7

D. K. 0 0

A. '2.9 1.9

Total

N

,

,-,, u (...) -,- - ,.--. -

-
52.5%,35.2% 27.2% 48.9%

c
Cl

$.71. .
P P
H 0

W 0
O. E--4

64.2°Z.41:9% .42.:6% /
I

.

'22.5 35.8 34.0 '8.9 23.7 14.5 25.9

5.0 13.6 18.4 24,.4 3.5 11.3, 1-.6

.10.0 ;11:7 9.7 ,17.8 2976 13.5

0 ..1 0

10.0 311 '1.9

100% 100% 100%

0 .6 1.6 .0
0. 4.6 -1.6

J
5.1

100% 100% 100% 100 100% '100% :1
(171$. (53) (40) (162) (103) (1,.t.) (173) (621 (827)

I

20
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Table 3

;
r....4.4...:.

.e

A . 0 V

. , . .
. , .

Do you feel 5ou were treated fairly, or unfairly, .by the Of,fice?
. .

, .,

Rnt,ing ,

Fairly ,

d '

Unfairly
.D.

K. A.
4

Total

e
Type of Problem'

to a 4-, .0
.0 0 o . 0 Ex
O , / ,- ci a) '

.
rr-i 4.,

.11 0 u) 1.) F.i a.) ....., . 0
ri r. . Cd , cl r--4 W

. 80 RI ' in - o u) O. co st-i -

0 -- )43 C) Z +-4 Z Pr 0 0 e,)

ri .0 +C) a. .(1) ej 1-1 (..) P 4 i --- r-i
1:3 - .- car 0 ar .. 0. -ri r-i a) cd `

. 0 . .0 , hr 0 w 0 . c-i 0 -0 LI .0 4.)

r-i 0 1:-,) -o 0 O c.) - c a) 411 . - .1-1 ' 0
P.' -...n.-1.. Fi: C.3W . :J CI :3 x - . r:4 0 H

.

a

75.4% z,84 Q4- 85.0% 81.5% 62.0%

7.6 -1.9 .2. 6.2 5'. 8

1-1: V 7.5 5.0 . 7.4 23.3'
2:3 3.8 0 46-0. 0

-ie'42.9. 1..9 7. 3.1 1.9

64.4% 8/.3% 58:1% 75.9% ,
Yr. 4 2.3 1.6' ; 41,6

28.9 --z---4F6i 30. 6' 1. -5

vo% loft 100% 100% no%

3) (40) (162) (103)

0 8.1 : 2.2
4.2 4.0 '1..6-

100% .100% ',190% ..f00%

_0-5) (173) (62.. (827)

I'.

a

.

Ir

a

Obt

,

4

s-
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'Tablb .4

4
Ratings of Government. Of (ices ce ya9ous,Critoria

e

<1,

C

"

. zgi

fe

go

'Rating

,g °

Cr-:-'-'..""7----..--"-J0P. . C C

0 r4 . 0.
0 ..x r J ,,

' CO - 0 .g.. "S. .4,
0. a.; II 34 0 , ,,g. 0

C) u., E , W 0 ° ` W
0.0 C.) --4," 0 W c , E
0 .14 , .-.1 r' 4.J 4..)
H > ,:;( ,""i 01.0 ._4 Ce
> I-1 Cd 1.4 0 4 -1,0:4- ei
44 03 0 CO 44 '''. CO

C..1 U) Wo (..) . ai . f.r.4 H
. * IIP....-g-1. :*. , -.,....,-

,

f. Very bad

3.

/ S: .

8.0%. .6.4% 5:3% 3:1% -'
.. ,

10.1 ., 9.9 7s.3, 7. 1 , .

-,,

19.0 18.7 15:4 ,,0, 13.8',

30.5 32,0 22.Y..,28.4
19.1 18.7-, 24:2-, 25:2

1

6.,

7. to,.41erit

6. ' 7.7 .tii : 7...." °12.4

. '3.0 ':' 4..21 4.7
3.1 '3.7 3.8 , 3.7;

, )

Total

a

. ,.

. .
4,6.5% 6.9% .....

9.6 10.0

17.2 15 3

26..1 - -24.3 \--;
20.2 .1 19:2

(
Ak2.3 1--.1.-5.________,.-

4: . 5.8
3.9 5.0
.."

J.00.0% 100.0% siRojk 1o,o.0,' loo.o%ssioo.o%

(1422) 0.419) (1-519-) .(1418)' .(1420) (1414)

22
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Table S e

_

'Comparison of Ratings of Government andjBusiness OrganizatiOn's-

14-4

o
a)
P

u
0
a)

4-1
0

tel

4

Rating

Cl)

a)
CO .-

W 0
O 0 .. , 1..)ti W M
W

00, ti 0 4-1 ..-1.
.-I _ _. 0_ a) --cry 0'

..,-1 ,o 0 ',Ix o u u loo,,, E a b0
O P ca ra
4-1U. P - 0 1 OD ..-1

a) P 0 1-I
1:$ . 4-1 .1-4 0 . .

1-1 1-4 1:$ 0
1-1 CO P .. , $4

W . 0 P
CU 0 M >, -, 0

R: c.) rze <4 o ,,,,s

a.

.1416\

GoVernment, better 7.0% 11.5% -11.5% 18.8% 14.677. 14.3 %.

Both the same 36.0 39.0' 37.6 44.5 36.8

Business better 54.4 45.9 47.9 33.7 45'..0 45.9

D..K. 2.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 '3.6 3.9.

100..0% 100.0% 100.07; 100.0% 100.0% 100,0%

-(1391) (1415) (1418) (1413) (1411) (1372)

23
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Table: 6

Owe Experience with Service Age.eqj Helpfulness Related fo General
-IA Ratings,of Considerate Treatinent. by Public 'Agencis

°

-

.
o

,
V

Amount of 'Effort

JJ

0
4-1
4.4
0

General Rti'ngs of
to

. Considerate 0
Treatment

.I...1

f:10
14

714
/

..)

.0

4..)

( 3-1

0
44
44
0

..;
U)

(11

,-.1

.

.

.1-I

3-1

0
44
tw .
0
o .

--*,4

.

4.1 CT;

.2-1 0g 0
.s-I

r-1 I-:
03
4.)
0

EA 01)

U
gi .05's

Ilk N-01

.04 00.o0
ej0 0
.4)

0 ...4Z '-

I

s

.
c.)

r--1

.
CO

4/3

.1--I
, CO

4r)0
1-4

Very' bad 1 4.0%

2 !10.3

-3 '15.1

4 '27.0

5 22.2

_,

.
6 15.1

Excellent 7 -%-673
,,

' D. K.

-----'---.4.0%

5.4

17.4

29:5

25.2

13.

5,.4

9.9%

10.9

20.8

35.6

1/.8
3.0
2.0

26.1%

. 2/.7

p15.:9

(24.6

7.2

4:3

0
........

6.9 %

8.5

-,17.3

29.4

' 22.0

,11.3

4.6

'

. *3.8%

, 6.1

13.3

'31.8

29.3

11.1

4;5

5.3%

7.3

15.4

29.1

24.2

10.7

4.2
..

3.8'

I

Total 100.0% 100.0%

N : (126) (448)

4

100.0% 100.0% 400.0% 100.0% 100.0%,

(101) (69) (744) (576) (1320) ,A

2.

24
410

"Ca

".%
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Table 7.

r

Own Experiente with_Servi-ceAgency Efficiency Related to Genra' 1
'Rat i n f i z o f P r i e n t p i l n e s s n of Service o f public A.,gAn c i-es

. ,

Own EzpaNience

C ,
a) a)t . CU . a . u . c)

_ . -re -re 0 0 , 0 .
Genera

a.* a) W. u u a) . 0 CU

r4 >, r4 1-4 r4 1-1 1-1
14 W' ratings c..) .--) u a) w sst t)-4 .--) 5.4 r-1 1-4 H r-1* 1-4 r4 ..0 14-4 P, 14-1 ni '.0.) cu CU ni O.of promptness ''''r-: 1-1 LP .1./ CU 5.4 (1) 4.1 1...1 a

cu 14-it.- ni ts-1 cts o , a) o o ft. 'Ci

.,..
of sergice s:4 .-1, p. r4 E-4 (1) E-I (1) E-4 U)

-
/* I --e, .

t,
Very bad 1 , 6.7% 8:8% -22.7% 22.1% 10:8% 4.8% 80%

2
,

7.3 . 12.4 4.3' 19.8° 10,,,(1, .9,0 19,1

3 19.6 17.7 22.7 -24 %4 19.8 19.2 19,0

4 24.9 34.1 9.'...v. 25.6 26.5* 35.8 30.5.

5 " . 26.0 18.1 9.0 8,1 19.5 19.6 19.1

6 'II: 5.29 5. 4:0 0
.i..

5.7. 4 7.5 6.4
2 .

Excellent , 7.6 3.6 4.0 0 --: 5.1-113.2 3.9
%...--.

D. K. . ... .- .... 3.1.
.....____./

Total 160%. .100% 100% Igo% 100% ,i.00z _100%

ri . (342) (249) (75)' (86) (752) (577): (1422)

C
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Table 8

Ceners1 Attitudes towaxd Covernment for Recipients'nnd Nendy Non - recipients of Seven Covernment SerVIceq

9

b
Attitudes

Low 1.,

2

3

4

'5

6

High 7

N.

.Employm?!nt Job Training Work comp. Unemploy. Welfare ' Soc, Sec.
C. ' N% C. oc.,

%C. tT.
.%.5° :e e 'e e "°' 3 e VON. ,oe ;.C. e OAP vi. -%)ot"v)

.

v

----18.0% 11.9% 23.8% 12A% , 16.7% 13.37. 15.4% 9:1% 20,0Y. -!.. 22.9--1-8:27. 6.2% 7.47,
_.--------

1:4.4 9.7 . 12.7 14.0 13.0 14.7
k

14.0 4.5' -_12.7 --r---.-- 16.9. 27.3 6.2 5.6

20.1 22.4 23.. 0 -21.4 19.4 20.0 11. .273 .#18.2 :..... 16.9 18.,t -15.9 11.1

17.7 17.2 15.1 19.1 14.8 17.3 19.4 31.8 12.7 .... 13.3 22.7 21.0 29.6
.

12.3 17.2 10.3 13.7 13.0 17.3. 12.9 13.6 10.3 --. 8.4 9.1 16.9, 13.0

12.0 15.7 9.5 13.7 16.7 12.0 13.8, 4.5 18.8 10.8 4.5 17.4 20.4

5.4 6.0 . 5.6 5.7 6.5 5.3 5.1 9.1 7.3 10.8 0:0 16.4 13.0

- 4

(333) (134' (136) (299)
w (108) (75) (356) (22) (165) ('3) (83) (22) '"" (195). (54)
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Table 9
;

Public vs. Private Preference for Recipients and Needy Non-recipients of Seven Government S'ervices

Public

Preference

'Law 1

g

..-

,_

3

4

5

6

High ,7

2,u,

Employment

10° OP

. Job Training

0% OIN%

WotI coMp.

01%

Unemploy.
t *%t

0° -
61"

Welfare Roupitol

%0 %t

\See'

Soc. Sec,
%t

\v,0 v,OIN

)
1947. 17.2 % 19.7% '1487/ .17.67. '18:7% 21.77. 9.17. 15.27. -- 19.57. 16.0% 14.0% 20.0%

OP

9.2 12,7 8.7 11.1 14.8 5.3 9.2 13.6 , 9.1 -. 6.'i 25.0 8.3 12.7 -;-

v
't13.4 4.5 18.1 8.8 9.3 9.3 10.6 13.6 8.5 -- 4.9 5.0

O

5.7 7.3
...../

21.1 23.1 15.7 22.9 21.3 21-e3 21.4 18.2 11.5 -- 12.2 30.0 15.0 14.5
!

14.0 13.4 17.3 16.5 17.6 12.0 '12.8 4.5 17.6 -- 14.6 10.0 18.7 14.5-
. .

12.5 14.9 12.6 14.1 13.9 16.0 15.8 27.3 24.24, -- 22.0 10.0 24.9 20.0

09.8 14.2 7.9 11.8 5.6 17.3 8.6 13.6 13.9 20.7 10.0 a 13.5 10. -9

(336) (134) (127) (217) (108) (75) (360) (22) , (165) (3) (82). '(N) (r93) (55) .

ti
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